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1
AUTOMATING POST-HOC ACCESS
CONTROL CHECKS AND COMPLIANCE
AUDITS

BACKGROUND

Modern enterprise systems, e.g., enterprise resource plan-
ning (ERP) systems, customer relationship management
(CRM) systems, enforce a variety of different and complex
security policies. Moreover, more and more enterprises oper-
ate in regulated markets and, thus, need to prove that their
information technology (IT) systems comply with applicable
compliance regulations.

The compliance regulations can include complex security
and compliance policies that change frequently. This can
result in frequent, unintentional violations of policies, e.g.,
users previously permitted to access a resource are now not
permitted to access the resource due to a policy change. As a
result, administrators and/or auditors have to dig through
numerous logged accesses for incidents of policy violations,
and filter out unintentional incidents caused by recent
changes in security policies and inaccurate, or outdated poli-
cies.

SUMMARY

Implementations of the present disclosure include com-
puter-implemented methods for providing post-hoc access
control checks. Implementations include actions of receiving
a request to analyze an access control request, for which an
access control decision has been provided based on a policy,
retrieving information associated with the access control
request from a log, the information including a first security
state version and a time, determining a time interval based on
the time and an audit policy, retrieving information associated
with at least a second security state version based on the time
interval, and evaluating the access control request based on
information of the first security state and information of the
second security state to provide a post-hoc access control
decision.

These and other implementations optionally include one or
more of the following features: the second security state
version includes a security state that was active within at least
a portion of the time interval; actions further include selec-
tively filtering the access control request from a list of poten-
tial policy violations based on the post-hoc access control
decision; actions further include: receiving expert informa-
tion based on the time interval, transmitting a request for
additional information based on the expert information, and
receiving the additional information, wherein evaluating the
access control request is further based on the additional infor-
mation; the expert information is received from a knowledge
base, and the additional information is received from a user;
actions further include, previous to receiving the request to
analyze the access control request: receiving the access con-
trol request at the time, evaluating the access control request
based on the first security state version, which is active at the
time, to provide the access control decision, providing details
of one or more of the access control request and the access
control decision for storage in the log, and transmitting the
access control decision for enforcement of the policy based
on the access control decision; and information of the first
security state and information of the second security state are
stored in a security state versioning system.

The present disclosure also provides a computer-readable
storage medium coupled to one or more processors and hav-
ing instructions stored thereon which, when executed by the
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2

one or more processors, cause the one or more processors to
perform operations in accordance with implementations of
the methods provided herein.

The present disclosure further provides a system for imple-
menting the methods provided herein. The system includes
one or more processors, and a computer-readable storage
medium coupled to the one or more processors having
instructions stored thereon which, when executed by the one
or more processors, cause the one or more processors to
perform operations in accordance with implementations of
the methods provided herein.

It is appreciated that methods in accordance with the
present disclosure can include any combination of the aspects
and features described herein. That is, methods in accordance
with the present disclosure are not limited to the combina-
tions of aspects and features specifically described herein, but
also include any combination of the aspects and features
provided.

The details of one or more implementations of the present
disclosure are set forth in the accompanying drawings and the
description below. Other features and advantages of the
present disclosure will be apparent from the description and
drawings, and from the claims.

DESCRIPTION OF DRAWINGS

FIG. 1 depicts an example high-level architecture in accor-
dance with implementations of the present disclosure.

FIGS. 2-4 depict example protocols in accordance with
implementations of the present disclosure.

FIG. 5 depicts an example process that can be executed in
accordance with implementations of the present disclosure.

FIG. 6 is a schematic illustration of example computer
systems that can be used to execute implementations of the
present disclosure.

Like reference symbols in the various drawings indicate
like elements.

DETAILED DESCRIPTION

Implementations of the present disclosure are generally
directed to automated, post-hoc analysis of access control
decisions. More specifically, implementations of the present
disclosure store and provide access to versions of security
states. In some implementations, an access control decision,
e.g., PERMT, DENY, can be reviewed based on a then current
(at the time access was requested) security state and/or one or
more previous security states. In this manner, adverse access
control decisions, e.g., DENY, that resulted from recently
changed policies, for example, can be accounted for. In some
examples, the post-hoc analysis is automatically performed in
response to a request, without requiring user input. Imple-
mentations of the present disclosure further provide auto-
mated compliance audits of enterprise systems. More specifi-
cally, implementations of the present disclosure enable post-
hoc analysis of one or more access control decisions to filter
at least one access control decision from further investigation
during an audit. Accordingly, implementations of the present
disclosure enable more flexible and agile of system opera-
tions, as well as reducing costs required to issue audit certifi-
cates.

FIG. 1 depicts an example architecture 100 in accordance
with implementations of the present disclosure. In some
implementations, and as described in further detail herein, the
example architecture 100 supports versioning of security
configurations and logs the runtime access control decisions.



US 9,235,716 B1

3

The example architecture 100 includes an information and
communications technology (ICT) system 102, a policy
enforcement system 104, and a security state versioning sys-
tem 106. In some examples, the ICT system 102 includes one
or more enterprise systems, e.g., an enterprise resource plan-
ning (ERP) system, a customer relationship management
(CRM) system. In some examples, the ICT system 102, the
policy enforcement system 104, and/or the security version-
ing state system 106 can be provided by one or more server
systems.

The example architecture 100 includes a user 108 using a
computing device 110, e.g., a client-side computing device,
to interact with the ICT system 102. For example, the user 108
can be an employee of the enterprise, and can use the com-
puting device 110 to access the ERP and/or CRM systems.
The example architecture 100 includes a user 112 using a
computing device 114, e.g., a client-side computing device,
to interact with the policy enforcement system. For example,
the user 112 can be an auditor that uses the computing device
114 to access the policy enforcement system 104, e.g., to
audit compliance with one or more policies or regulations.
The example architecture 100 also includes a user 116 using
a computing device 118, e.g., a client-side computing device,
to interact with the security state versioning system 106. For
example, the user 116 can be an administrator of the enter-
prise, and can use the computing device 118 to administer one
or more policies, e.g., add, remove and/or edit access control
constraints of the one or more policies

The example environment 100 further includes a system
log 120 and an audit knowledge base 122. In some examples,
the system log 120 records interactions between users, e.g.,
the user 108, and the ICT system 102. For example, when a
user requests access to a resource, the request and any rel-
evantdata, e.g., user ID, time, date, resource 1D, request result
(PERMIT, DENY) can be recorded in the system log 120. For
example, the system log 120 stores, during runtime, all infor-
mation that might be necessary to perform an audit during a
post-hoc system audit. In some examples, the system log 120
includes computer-readable memory.

In some examples, the policy enforcement system 104 can
interact with the system log 120, e.g., store request results
(PERMIT, DENY), retrieve log data for an audit. In some
examples, the audit knowledge base 122 provides a formal-
ization of the expert knowledge of audit and security experts.
In some implementations, information stored in the audit
knowledge base 122 can be retrieved to support the automa-
tion of the post-hoc audit by guiding the auditor, e.g., the user
112, and providing additional expert knowledge, e.g., by
asking additional questions. The answers to the additional
questions can be used during a re-play of access requests,
described in further detail herein. In some examples, the audit
knowledge base 122 includes computer-readable memory.

Although not depicted in FIG. 1, components of the
example environment 100 can communicate with one another
using one or more communication channels. For example,
one or more of the ICT system 102, the policy enforcement
system 104, the security state versioning system 106, the
computing devices 110, 114, 118, the system log 120, and the
audit knowledge base 122 can communicate using a network,
e.g., a large computer network, such as a local area network
(LAN), a wide area network (WAN), the Internet, a cellular
network, or a combination thereof.

In the depicted example, the ICT system 102 includes a
plurality of policy enforcement points (PEPs) 124. In some
examples, PEPs 124 can be distributed across the ICT system
102. For example, PEPs can be embedded into different ser-
vices of the ICT system 102. In some examples, each PEP 124
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4

communicates with a central policy decision point (PDP). In
the example of FIG. 1, a PDP 126 is provided in the policy
enforcement system 104. In some examples, at runtime, e.g.,
when the system is operating and a user is able to request
access to data, the PDP 126 evaluates access control requests
received from any of the PEPs 124, and, in accordance with
implementations of the present disclosure, determines
whether the user request is to be granted or denied, based on
the current security state, e.g., the current configuration for
enforcing security and/or compliance policies, and/or one or
more previous security states. For example, a PEP 124 can
receive a request from a user to access a resource, e.g., appli-
cation, data, and can send an access control request to the PDP
126. In some examples, the PDP 126 determines any
attributes that are required to resolve the access control
request, obtains values for the attributes, and makes an access
control determination based on the attributes. In some
examples, the PDP 126 provides an access control decision,
e.g., PERMIT, DENY, to the PEP 124 that issued the access
control request. In some examples, the PEP 124 enables or
prevents user access to the resource, e.g., application, data,
based on the access control decision.

In the example of FIG. 1, the policy enforcement system
104 further includes an audit PDP 128. In some implementa-
tions, the audit PDP 128 supports an auditor, e.g., the user
112, during a post-hoc compliance or security audit, e.g., after
access control requests have been received and responded to.
In some examples, the audit PDP 128 enables the auditor to
replay access control requests with respect to different ver-
sions of the security state. For example, the audit PDP 128
enables the auditor to replay an access control request under
afirst security state (X1), in which the user request is granted,
and/or under a second security state (X2), in which the user
request is denied.

In some implementations, the security state versioning sys-
tem 106 stores all configurations that describe the current
security policy, e.g., the access control policy, a user-role
configuration, etc. In some examples, the security state ver-
sioning system 106 includes a policy/security store 130 to
store this information. In accordance with implementations
of the present disclosure, information stored in the policy/
security store 130 is versioned. That is, the policy/security
store 130 stores the history of changes to the security state,
and enables access to different versions of the security state.
In some examples, the policy/security store 130 includes
computer-readable memory.

As described herein, enterprise systems need to enforce a
variety of different and complex security policies. Such secu-
rity policies are implemented to ensure compliance with
applicable regulations, e.g., the Health Insurance Portability
and Accountability Act (HIPAA), in the health care sector,
Basel 11, in the financial sector. Such compliance regulations,
in hand with the increased awareness of information technol-
ogy (IT) security, result in complex and dynamic security and
compliance policies. Security and compliance policies
change frequently, which results in frequent, unintentional
violations of policies. For example, a user is no longer per-
mitted to access a resource that the user was previously per-
mitted to access due to a policy change, and a violation occurs
in response to the user attempting to access the resource. In
response to such violations, administrators and other respon-
sible persons have to dig through numerous, logged accesses,
which could indicate an incident, and filter out unintentional
incidents, e.g., incidents caused by changes in security poli-
cies, and inaccurate or outdated policies. There is a significant
cost required for manual system audits.
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Implementations of the present disclosure are generally
directed to automated analysis of post-hoc access control
decisions, and automated compliance audits of enterprise
systems. More particularly, implementations of the present
disclosure provide versioning of the security state of an enter-
prise system. In some examples, the security state includes
the system configuration to enforce security and/or compli-
ance policies. In accordance with implementations of the
present disclosure, a history of information used by the PDP
at runtime is maintained. For example, and as described
above, the PDP is the component that, at runtime, decides
whether a specific access request to a resource and/or data
should be granted or denied. In some examples, access con-
trol policies are defined before access, and the PDP deter-
mines, at access, whether a user request to access a resource
is to be granted or denied.

Implementations of the present disclosure enable post-
access analysis of access control requests. In some examples,
the post-access analysis uses information about the security
state as it was at-access, and also uses the history of the
security state before and/or after the access request, i.e., the
full history of the security state. In other words, implementa-
tions of the present disclosure enable analysis of access con-
trol requests for arbitrary time ranges and intervals. This, for
example, enables an access control request to be replayed in
one or more security states, e.g., the security state at the
access attempt, an earlier security state, a later security state.

As discussed above, policies are defined pre-access and
evaluated at-access. Implementations of the present disclo-
sure enable the use of audit policies that can be executed
post-access. In some examples, an audit policy can use infor-
mation that becomes available after the actual access evalu-
ation, e.g., granted, denied. In some examples, and as
described in further detail herein, the audit policy and can
query the policy state over time ranges and intervals. Conse-
quently, an audit policy evaluation is not required to be per-
formed within a certain time frame. In some implementa-
tions, the audit policy can provide for human input. For
example, for information hard or impossible to determine by
amachine, e.g., ethical considerations or human evaluation, a
human can be asked to provide an assessment, e.g., about the
situation the access was executed in.

FIG. 2 depicts an example protocol 200 in accordance with
implementations of the present disclosure. The example pro-
tocol 200 represents an example business scenario, in which
two access requests are submitted by the same user, and
between the access requests, the security policy changes. In
some examples, example protocol 200 is based on a simplistic
access control model, in which the security state is only define
by a user-role mapping, e.g., a mapping of unique user [Ds to
one or more roles, each role having respective levels of per-
mission to access one or more resources. In some examples,
the example protocol 200 can be executed using one or more
components of the example architecture 100 of FIG. 1.

At time T0, the current version of the security state is
version X1, in which a subject S1 is assigned a role R1. In the
example protocol 200, an access control request Al is
received (202) from a PEP 124 at time T1 by the PDP 126. For
example, the user 108 can request access to a resource, and a
corresponding PEP 124 can submit the access control request
Al to the PDP 126. Accordingly, the access control request
Al identifies a subject S1, e.g., the user requesting access. In
some examples, the PDP 126 evaluates the access control
request Al in view of the then current security policy, which
is provided in version X1. The PDP 126 requests (204) and
receives (206) the security state for the subject S1, e.g., from
the security state versioning system 106. More specifically,
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the PDP 126 retrieves the role R1 assigned to the subject S1 in
the version X1. In this example, the PDP 126 evaluates (208)
the access request Al based on the role R1 and determines
that the access request R1 is to be denied. The PDP 126 sends
(210) a DENY response, e.g., to the PEP 124, and logs (212)
the evaluation, e.g., into the system log 120.

At time T2, the security state is changed to version X2, in
which the subject S1 is assigned both roles R1 and R2. For
example, an administrator, e.g., the user 116 using the com-
puting device 118, requests (214) that the role R2 also be
assigned to the subject S1. At time T3, the security state is
changed to version X3, in which the subject S1 is assigned
only the role R2. For example, an administrator, e.g., the user
116 using the computing device 118, requests (216) that the
role R1 be removed from assignment to the subject S1. In this
example, time T3 can be less than 24 hours after time T1.

In the example of FIG. 2, an access control request A2 is
received (218) from a PEP 124 at time T4 by the PDP 126. For
example, the user 108 can request access to a resource, and a
corresponding PEP 124 can submit the access control request
A2 to the PDP 126. Accordingly, the access control request
A2 identifies the subject S1, e.g., the user requesting access.
In some examples, the PDP 126 evaluates the access control
request A2 in view of the then current security policy, which
is provide in version X3. The PDP 126 requests (220) and
receives (222) the security state for the subject S1, e.g., from
the security state versioning system 106. More specifically,
the PDP 126 retrieves the role R2 assigned to the subject S1 in
the version X3. In this example, the PDP 126 evaluates (224)
the access request A2 based on the role R2 and determines
that the access request A2 is to be granted. The PDP 126 sends
(226) a PERMIT response, e.g., to the PEP 124, and logs
(228) the evaluation, e.g., into the system log 120.

In some implementations, an audit can be performed to, for
example, investigate and account for denied requests. For
example, an auditor, e.g., the user 112, can interact with the
policy enforcement system 104, e.g., using the computing
device 114, to perform the audit. In some examples, it can be
determined that all denials, e.g., DENY, that are determined
to be inconsequential, or low risk are filtered from the audit.
An example inconsequential, or low risk denial can include a
denial that, if another role assignment for the same subject
within 24 hours (24 h) would have permitted the request.
Consequently, an audit policy can be provided that removes a
denial from consideration in the audit, if another role assign-
ment for the same subject within 24 hours (24 h) would have
permitted the request.

FIG. 3 depicts an example protocol 300 representing an
example, automatic audit based on the above-described,
example audit policy. More generally, the example protocol
300 represents an example automated audit of compliance
with one or more policies to filter out non-critical access
failures, e.g., access attempts that were denied.

In some examples, a list of denied access requests can be
provided that includes denied access requests that could be
considered during an audit, e.g., denied access requests that
occurred during a specified period of time and/or for a speci-
fied system. In some examples, a request for analysis can
automatically be provided for each denied access request in
the list of denied access requests, and one or more denied
access requests can be filtered (removed) from the list of
denied access requests based on the respective analyses. In
some examples, the one or more analyses are automatically
performed and are based on one or more audit policies. In
some examples, a revised list of denied access requests can be
provided, and can include only denied access requests that are
to be considered during the audit.
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In the example of FIG. 3, the audit PDP 128 receives (302)
a request to analyze the access control request A1, which is
described above with reference to FIG. 2. For example, the
access control request Al can be included in a list of denied
access requests that are to be analyzed. The audit PDP 128
requests (304) information associated with the access control
request Al from the system log 120. The system log 120
provides (306) the information associated with the access
control request A1 to the audit PDP 128. The audit PDP 128
requests (308) the security state from the security state ver-
sioning system 106. More particularly, the audit PDP 128
requests the security state based on the example audit policy
described above. That is, the audit PDP 128 requests the
security state for all roles of the subject S1 from 24 hours
before to 24 hours after the access control request A1 was
submitted, e.g., time T1. Because, in the example of FIG. 2,
the version X3 was created within 24 hours after time T1, the
security state versioning system 106 returns (310) the roles
R1 and R2. The audit PDP 128 evaluates (312) the denied
access request based on the roles R1 and R2. Given role R2,
the audit PDP 128 evaluates to PERMIT. Consequently, the
audit PDP 128 indicates (314) PERMIT, the access control
request Al can be removed from the list of denied access
requests, and the access control request Al is removed from
consideration during the audit.

The examples described above with reference to FIGS. 2
and 3, represent a relatively simplistic use case. It is appreci-
ated, however, that implementations of the present disclosure
can be applied in more complex use cases, and access control
models, e.g., models, in which access control is based on
more than just roles. A healthcare application can be consid-
ered, for example, in which a physician must have a treatment
relationship with a patient to access the patient’s information.
The physician may request access to the patient’s health
record, for example, where the system, e.g., the policy
enforcement system 104, is informed about a treatment rela-
tionship only after the access is requested, e.g., an emergency
situation, in which the patient is not able to confirm the
treatment relationship. Consequently, the physician’s access
request may at first be denied. In this example, an audit policy
can be defined, which removes all denied request accesses
from the list of denied access requests, where a treatment
relationship was created within the 24 hours after the access
request, for example.

In some implementations, an audit can be assisted based on
information provided from a knowledge base, e.g., the audit
knowledge base 122. For example, an auditor, e.g., the user
112, is tasked with investigating a denied access request,
where the access request was denied, because a non-manage-
rial user attempted to access confidential information during
the absence of a senior manager. In this example, the auditor
makes use of the audit knowledge base during the investiga-
tion.

FIG. 4 depicts an example protocol 400 based on the
above-described, example investigation. The example proto-
col 400 represents an example assisted system audit, e.g.,
assisted by the audit knowledge base 122, in accordance with
implementations of the present disclosure.

An auditor, e.g., the user 112 using the computing device
114, sends (402) a request for analysis of the access control
request Al. The audit PDP 128 receives the request to analyze
the access control request A1, which is described above with
reference to FIG. 2. The audit PDP 128 requests (404) infor-
mation associated with the access control request Al from the
system log 120. The system log 120 provides (406) the infor-
mation associated with the access control request Al to the
audit PDP 128.
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The audit PDP 128 requests (408) expert information from
the audit knowledge base 122. In some examples, the audit
knowledge base 122 can provide expert information that can,
for example, recommend situations that the auditor 112, 114
should take into account during the audit. In some examples,
the expert information is identified based on the subject and/
or details of the access control request. In the depicted
example, the audit knowledge base 122 sends (410) a
response indicating situations that the auditor should take into
account: check whether the non-managerial user would have
been able to access the information in an interval of 24 hours
before and 24 hours after the denied access request; check
whether the access attempt was done to fulfill a low-risk
activity that requires managerial approval, e.g., signing a
contract up to a certain limit; and check whether a manager
was not available at that time.

The audit PDP 128 requests (412) the security state from
the security state versioning system 106. More particularly,
the audit PDP 128 automatically requests the security state
based on the example audit policy described above. That is,
the audit PDP 128 requests the security state for all roles of
the subject S1 from 24 hours before to 24 hours after the
access control request A1 was submitted, e.g., time T1.
Because, in the example of FIG. 2, the version X3 was created
within 24 hours after time T1, the security state versioning
system 106 returns (414) the roles R1 and R2. The audit PDP
128 evaluates (416) the denied access request based on the
roles R1 and R2 and the expert information. If, for example,
it is determined that the subject S1 was assigned an appropri-
ate role to be granted access, the audit PDP 128 can return
PERMIT to the auditor 112, 114. However, in this example, it
can be determined that the subject S1 was not assigned an
appropriate role to permit the access request, e.g., a role R3,
and the access control decision would result in DENY. In
response to this, and in view of the expert information pro-
vided from the audit knowledge base 122, the audit PDP 128
sends (418) a request to the auditor 112, 114 to answer the
questions: was the risk low, and was the manager absent. In
the depicted example, the auditor 112, 114 sends (420) a
response indicating low risk and manager absent. Given the
information low risk and manager absent, the audit PDP 128
evaluates (422) to PERMIT. Consequently, the audit PDP 128
indicates (424) PERMIT to the auditor 112, 114.

Inthe example of FIG. 4, it is determined that the additional
information given by the auditor 112, 114 was sufficient to
PERMIT the access request. Consequently, the previously
denied access request can be removed from the list of denied
access requests. If, on the other hand, the additional informa-
tion was not sufficient, e.g., the risk was not low and/or the
manager was not absent, the denied access request is not
removed from the list of denied access requests, and must be
further analyzed as a potential policy violation.

FIG. 5 depicts an example process 500 that can be executed
in accordance with implementations of the present disclo-
sure. In some examples, the example process 500 can be
provided as one or more computer-executable programs
executed using one or more computing devices.

A request to analyze an access control request is received
(502). For example, an audit PDP, e.g., the audit PDP 128 of
FIG. 1, receives the request to analyze an access control
request. In some examples, the access control request is one,
for which an access control decision has been provided. For
example, the access control request can have been previously
evaluated based on an access control policy, and an access
control decision already provided. Information associated
with the access control request is retrieved (504). For
example, details of the access control request can be retrieved
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from a system log, e.g., the system log 120 of FIG. 1. In some
examples, the detail includes a first security state version and
a time, the first security state version being an active security
state at the time.

A time interval is determined based on the time and an
audit policy (506). In some examples, the audit policy defines
parameters for determining the time interval based on the
time, e.g., 24 hours before, and/or 24 hours after. In some
examples, the audit policy defines conditions for determining
a post-hoc access control decision based on one or more
security states that were active at some point within the time
interval. Information associated with at least a second secu-
rity state version is retrieved based on the time interval (508).
In some examples, the audit PDP retrieves information asso-
ciated with one or more security states that were active in at
some point within the time interval from a security state
versioning system, e.g., the security state versioning system
106 of FIG. 1. The access control request is evaluated to
provide a post-hoc access control decision (510). In some
examples, the access control request is evaluated based on
information of the first security state and information of the
second security state. In some examples, the post-hoc access
control decision is different than the access control decision
previously provided for the access control request. For
example, and based on the audit policy, a previously provided
access control decision can be a DENY decision, while the
post-hoc access control decision is provided as a PERMIT
decision.

Referring now to FIG. 6, a schematic diagram of an
example computing system 600 is provided. The system 600
can be used for the operations described in association with
the implementations described herein. For example, the sys-
tem 600 may be included in any or all of the server compo-
nents discussed herein. The system 600 includes a processor
610, a memory 620, a storage device 630, and an input/output
device 640. The components 610, 620, 630, 640 are intercon-
nected using a system bus 650. The processor 610 is capable
of processing instructions for execution within the system
600. In one implementation, the processor 610 is a single-
threaded processor. In another implementation, the processor
610 is a multi-threaded processor. The processor 610 is
capable of processing instructions stored in the memory 620
or on the storage device 630 to display graphical information
for a user interface on the input/output device 640.

The memory 620 stores information within the system 600.
In one implementation, the memory 620 is a computer-read-
able medium. In one implementation, the memory 620 is a
volatile memory unit. In another implementation, the
memory 620 is a non-volatile memory unit. The storage
device 630 is capable of providing mass storage for the sys-
tem 600. In one implementation, the storage device 630 is a
computer-readable medium. In various different implemen-
tations, the storage device 630 may be a floppy disk device, a
hard disk device, an optical disk device, or a tape device. The
input/output device 640 provides input/output operations for
the system 600. In one implementation, the input/output
device 640 includes a keyboard and/or pointing device. In
another implementation, the input/output device 640 includes
a display unit for displaying graphical user interfaces.

The features described can be implemented in digital elec-
tronic circuitry, or in computer hardware, firmware, software,
or in combinations of them. The apparatus can be imple-
mented in a computer program product tangibly embodied in
an information carrier, e.g., in a machine-readable storage
device, for execution by a programmable processor; and
method steps can be performed by a programmable processor
executing a program of instructions to perform functions of
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the described implementations by operating on input data and
generating output. The described features can be imple-
mented advantageously in one or more computer programs
that are executable on a programmable system including at
least one programmable processor coupled to receive data
and instructions from, and to transmit data and instructions to,
a data storage system, at least one input device, and at least
one output device. A computer program is a set of instructions
that can be used, directly or indirectly, in a computer to
perform a certain activity or bring about a certain result. A
computer program can be written in any form of program-
ming language, including compiled or interpreted languages,
and it can be deployed in any form, including as a stand-alone
program or as a module, component, subroutine, or other unit
suitable for use in a computing environment.

Suitable processors for the execution of a program of
instructions include, by way of example, both general and
special purpose microprocessors, and the sole processor or
one of multiple processors of any kind of computer. Gener-
ally, a processor will receive instructions and data from a
read-only memory or a random access memory or both. Ele-
ments of a computer can include a processor for executing
instructions and one or more memories for storing instruc-
tions and data. Generally, a computer can also include, or be
operatively coupled to communicate with, one or more mass
storage devices for storing data files; such devices include
magnetic disks, such as internal hard disks and removable
disks; magneto-optical disks; and optical disks. Storage
devices suitable for tangibly embodying computer program
instructions and data include all forms of non-volatile
memory, including by way of example semiconductor
memory devices, such as EPROM, EEPROM, and flash
memory devices; magnetic disks such as internal hard disks
and removable disks; magneto-optical disks; and CD-ROM
and DVD-ROM disks. The processor and the memory can be
supplemented by, or incorporated in, ASICs (application-
specific integrated circuits).

To provide for interaction with a user, the features can be
implemented on a computer having a display device such as a
CRT (cathode ray tube) or LCD (liquid crystal display) moni-
tor for displaying information to the user and a keyboard and
apointing device such as a mouse or a trackball by which the
user can provide input to the computer.

The features can be implemented in a computer system that
includes a back-end component, such as a data server, or that
includes a middleware component, such as an application
server or an Internet server, or that includes a front-end com-
ponent, such as a client computer having a graphical user
interface or an Internet browser, or any combination of them.
The components of the system can be connected by any form
or medium of digital data communication such as a commu-
nication network. Examples of communication networks
include, e.g., alLAN, a WAN, and the computers and networks
forming the Internet.

The computer system can include clients and servers. A
client and server are generally remote from each other and
typically interact through a network, such as the described
one. The relationship of client and server arises by virtue of
computer programs running on the respective computers and
having a client-server relationship to each other.

In addition, the logic flows depicted in the figures do not
require the particular order shown, or sequential order, to
achieve desirable results. In addition, other steps may be
provided, or steps may be eliminated, from the described
flows, and other components may be added to, or removed
from, the described systems. Accordingly, other implemen-
tations are within the scope of the following claims.
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A number of implementations of the present disclosure
have been described. Nevertheless, it will be understood that
various modifications may be made without departing from
the spirit and scope of the present disclosure. Accordingly,
other implementations are within the scope of the following
claims.

What is claimed is:
1. A computer-implemented method for post-hoc analysis
of'access control requests, the method being executed using
one or more processors and comprising:
receiving, by the one or more processors, a request to
analyze an access control request, for which an access
control decision has been provided based on a policy;

retrieving, by the one or more processors, information
associated with the access control request from a log, the
information comprising a first security state version and
a time;

determining, by the one or more processors, a time interval

based on the time and an audit policy;

retrieving, by the one or more processors, information

associated with at least a second security state version
based on the time interval; and

evaluating, by the one or more processors, the access con-

trol request based on information of the first security
state and information of the second security state to
provide a post-hoc access control decision.

2. The method of claim 1, wherein the second security state
version comprises a security state that was active within at
least a portion of the time interval.

3. The method of claim 1, further comprising selectively
filtering the access control request from a list of potential
policy violations based on the post-hoc access control deci-
sion.

4. The method of claim 1, further comprising:

receiving expert information based on the time interval;

transmitting a request for additional information based on

the expert information; and

receiving the additional information, wherein evaluating

the access control request is further based on the addi-
tional information.

5. The method of claim 4, wherein the expert information is
received from a knowledge base, and the additional informa-
tion is received from a user.

6. The method of claim 1, further comprising, previous to
receiving the request to analyze the access control request:

receiving the access control request at the time;

evaluating the access control request based on the first
security state version, which is active at the time, to
provide the access control decision;

providing details of one or more of the access control

request and the access control decision for storage in the
log; and

transmitting the access control decision for enforcement of

the policy based on the access control decision.

7. The method of claim 1, wherein information of the first
security state and information of the second security state are
stored in a security state versioning system.

8. A non-transitory computer-readable storage medium
coupled to one or more processors and having instructions
stored thereon which, when executed by the one or more
processors, cause the one or more processors to perform
operations for post-hoc analysis of access control decisions,
the operations comprising:

receiving a request to analyze an access control request, for

which an access control decision has been provided
based on a policy;
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retrieving information associated with the access control
request from a log, the information comprising a first
security state version and a time;

determining a time interval based on the time and an audit

policy;
retrieving information associated with at least a second
security state version based on the time interval; and

evaluating the access control request based on information
of the first security state and information of the second
security state to provide a post-hoc access control deci-
sion.

9. The computer-readable storage medium of claim 8,
wherein the second security state version comprises a secu-
rity state that was active within at least a portion of the time
interval.

10. The computer-readable storage medium of claim 8,
wherein operations further comprise selectively filtering the
access control request from a list of potential policy violations
based on the post-hoc access control decision.

11. The computer-readable storage medium of claim 8,
wherein operations further comprise:

receiving expert information based on the time interval;

transmitting a request for additional information based on

the expert information; and

receiving the additional information, wherein evaluating

the access control request is further based on the addi-
tional information.

12. The computer-readable storage medium of claim 11,
wherein the expert information is received from a knowledge
base, and the additional information is received from a user.

13. The computer-readable storage medium of claim 8,
wherein operations further comprise, previous to receiving
the request to analyze the access control request:

receiving the access control request at the time;

evaluating the access control request based on the first

security state version, which is active at the time, to
provide the access control decision;

providing details of one or more of the access control

request and the access control decision for storage in the
log; and

transmitting the access control decision for enforcement of

the policy based on the access control decision.

14. The computer-readable storage medium of claim 8,
wherein information of the first security state and information
of the second security state are stored in a security state
versioning system.

15. A system, comprising:

a computing device; and

a computer-readable storage device coupled to the com-

puting device and having instructions stored thereon

which, when executed by the computing device, cause

the computing device to perform operations for post-hoc

analysis of access control decisions, the operations com-

prising:

receiving a request to analyze an access control request,
for which an access control decision has been pro-
vided based on a policy;

retrieving information associated with the access control
request from a log, the information comprising a first
security state version and a time;

determining a time interval based on the time and an
audit policy;

retrieving information associated with at least a second
security state version based on the time interval; and
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evaluating the access control request based on informa-
tion of the first security state and information of the
second security state to provide a post-hoc access
control decision.

16. The system of claim 15, wherein the second security
state version comprises a security state that was active within
at least a portion of the time interval.

17. The system of claim 15, wherein operations further
comprise selectively filtering the access control request from
a list of potential policy violations based on the post-hoc
access control decision.

18. The system of claim 15, wherein operations further
comprise:

receiving expert information based on the time interval;

transmitting a request for additional information based on

the expert information; and

receiving the additional information, wherein evaluating

the access control request is further based on the addi-
tional information.
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19. The system of claim 18, wherein the expert information
is received from a knowledge base, and the additional infor-
mation is received from a user.

20. The system of claim 15, wherein operations further
comprise, previous to receiving the request to analyze the
access control request:

receiving the access control request at the time;

evaluating the access control request based on the first

security state version, which is active at the time, to
provide the access control decision;

providing details of one or more of the access control

request and the access control decision for storage in the
log; and

transmitting the access control decision for enforcement of

the policy based on the access control decision.
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